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San Jacinto River Waste Pits
Superfund Site

Site Update For EPA HQ

August 11, 2017
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
I’m Gary Miller, the EPA REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER for the Site.

I have a few slides about the San Jacinto Site and EPA’s Proposed CLEANUP Plan for the San Jacinto Superfund Site, so lets get started.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here is the site LOCATION.

The Site is about 18 miles east of downtown Houston.
In Harris County between Channelview & Highlands.
 Its located on San Jacinto River @ the 1-10 Bridge. 
The area outlined by the Green line shows area of Special COE permitting requirements for dredging – including sampling requirements & disposal restrictions based on results.
Blue line outlines the site investigation area.



= Site History
® 1960s: Paper mill waste disposal
® 2005: State discovers waste pits
e 2008: EPA adds Site to the NPL.

® 2009: EPA issues Orders to McGinnis and International Paper to:
¢ Construct a temporary cap
e Conduct the RI/FS

e 2011: Temporary cap completed

e 2012: Cap repair

e 2013 Cap repair

e 2014: PRPs submit initial draft RI/FS. EPA asks USACE input.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
These are the OBJECTIVES for the remedial action:

To prevent releases from the pits.
To reduce human exposure from fish consumption.
To reduce human exposure from direct contact with the waste materials.
and To reduce exposures of aquatic animals.
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= Site History
e 2015: EPA dive team discovers 20 foot gap in the temporary cap;

dioxin exposed. PRP’s ordered to repair the cap. Intense media
Interest.

e 2016:
® Another cap repair needed, inspection protocols updated
e 8 foot deep scour found near site
e EPA assumed authorship of the FS

® Remedy Review Board, HQ dioxin risk assessors,
Contaminated Sediment Workgroup, ORD and OSRTI
consulted on Proposed Plan.

® R-6 issues Proposed Plan for public comment September 28.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
These are the OBJECTIVES for the remedial action:

To prevent releases from the pits.
To reduce human exposure from fish consumption.
To reduce human exposure from direct contact with the waste materials.
and To reduce exposures of aquatic animals.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is a picture that Harris County found in their files.

Its from 1965 & shows pumping waste material into the southern impoundment.

Barges were used to transport the paper mill waste sludge from the Champion Paper Mill on the Houston Ship Channel to the site.

There are several types of waste in the southern impoundment including volatiles & PAHs, but the risk driver is dioxin.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
ZOOMING in on the Site;

The Northern Waste pits are in the green area above I-10.
The Southern Impoundment is in the yellow area below I-10.
The pits were built and used in the mid-1960s for disposal of paper mill waste that contains dioxin.
The northern and southern pits are about 15 acres each.
There’s a third pink area that has much lower dioxin levels – it’s the San Separation Area  where the material from sand mining  was processed







Presenter
Presentation Notes
EPA issued an Consent Order to install a temporary cap over the waste pits to prevent direct contact with the waste & prevent further releases to the river.

This is a picture of the northern pits before the cap was installed.

The northern pits were covered by vegetation & about ½ of it was underwater


North Waste Pits After Cap

Cap Construction Completed July 12, 2011
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Remedial Action Objectives

® Prevent releases from the former waste impoundments.
¢ Reduce human exposure from consumption of fish.

e Reduce human exposure from contact with
contaminated materials.

® Reduce exposures of aquatic animals (clams, crabs,
etc.).


Presenter
Presentation Notes
These are the OBJECTIVES for the remedial action:

To prevent releases from the pits.
To reduce human exposure from fish consumption.
To reduce human exposure from direct contact with the waste materials.
and To reduce exposures of aquatic animals.




/ Alternatives Rejected

e No further action.

® |nstitutional controls.

e Upgraded caps.

e Partial Solidification/Stabilization.

e Partial removal alternatives.

l None are Reliable for all Storm Events


Presenter
Presentation Notes
EPA also looked at a number of OTHER ALTERNATIVES.

Alternatives ranged from no action;
To several with upgraded caps;
One that would solidify a part of the waste, and
Several alternatives to remove a part of the wastes.
However, all of these other alternatives would all leave some part of the waste  in the river, and NONE ARE RELIABLE for all of the storm events that may occur.
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Preferred Alternative

/

Northern Waste Pits

e Remove 152,000 cubic yards of waste for offsite disposal.
e Prevent releases during construction.
e Cover remediated areas with clean fill.

e Cost: $87 million.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Summary of EPA’s Preferred Alternative for the NORTHERN Waste Pits

Remove about 150,000 cubic yards of waste from the pits for offsite disposal.
Work will be done so as to prevent releases during the removal.
Following removal the area will be covered with clean fill.
The cost estimate for this work is $87 million.
With a construction time of about 19 months.
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Preferred Alternative (cont.)

Southern Impoundment

e Remove 50,000 cubic yards of waste for offsite disposal.

e Remove/replace existing building/slab.

o Backfill with clean soll & re-establish vegetation.

e Cost: $9.9 million.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here is the Preferred Alternative for the SOUTHERN Impoundment:

Remove about 50,000 cubic yards of waste for offsite disposal.
There is a building & slab in the south end – it will be removed & replaced after excavation.
Following removal the area will be backfilled with clean soil & vegetation re-established.
The cost estimate for this work is about $10 million.
With a construction time of about 7 months.
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Preferred Alternative Rationale

® The waste is highly toxic and persistent (100s of
years).

/

e High threat of repeated storms and constant river flow
against man-made features.

® The history of armor cap maintenance.

® Avoids catastrophic release in un-controlled situation
[USACE projected 80% loss in superstorm].


Presenter
Presentation Notes
So, here is WHY EPA is recommending full removal of waste material above the cleanup levels:

Dioxin is very toxic;
Dioxin is very persistent, meaning it won’t break down for a very long time – estimated to take 100’s of years.
Threat of hurricanes.
The cap maintenance that’s been necessary in the 5 years since the cap was completed (more about that later).
Removal will avoid a catastrophic release in an un-controlled situation.

I wanted to say one thing about the Corp of Engineers’ report that’s receiving a lot of attention now – the Corps considered many options and methods for cleaning up the Site; and NOT ALL OF THEIR RESULTS APPLY to the preferred remedy.





Changing River Conditions
1966 1997
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Presentation Notes
The San Jacinto River has seen a lot of CHANGES over the recent past.

This slide shows the changes in the river over a 30-year period after the pits were built.
The left picture is from 1966; the pits both north & south of the highway are there.
The picture on the right is from 1997 and shows that the river is much larger than it had been.
The changes happened because the land sank with ground water pumping, and because of sand mining that occurred in the area.
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Public Comment Period

e September 28’ 2016 to January 15, 2017, public
meeting in October 2016

e 7,000 written comments received — [94% in favor of
removal, 6% opposed] plus 48,000 petition signatures
and xxx thousand pages of technical comments

¢ |Internet based comment system.
e Public updates: Feb 2017 & May 2017 fact sheets.



Site Stakeholders

San Jacinto River Coalition

Galveston Bay Foundation

Coastal Conservation Association Texas
San Jacinto River Fleet

San Jacinto Citizens Against Pollution (CAP)
Sediment Management Workgroup

Texas Association of Business

McGuinnes [Waste Management]

International Paper



Site Stakeholders

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Harris County

City of Baytown

Port of Houston Authority

Federal & State Trustees (NOAA, USFWS, TCEQ, TX
GLO, TPWD)

Congressional — Green (TX-21), (will add others)
USACE, USGS



Key Issues [draft]

Would an improved cap in place be permanent?
> Last year the Corps report said modeling a huge storm event could wash
away 80% of the cap.
» PRP’s could not duplicate the model results, USACE redoing their
models

» Historical photos show loss of land, river dynamics.
= USGS will provide assessment by a geomorphologist

> Discovery of 8 foot deep scouring near the site.

Can principle threat waste be excavated without creating pollution problem?

» The proposed remedy envisioned dry excavation behind sheet piles but
PRPs and downstream commenters feared that dredging and release of
dioxins was inevitable.

» USACE review indicated that dredging is not inevitable and that dry
excavation could be accomplished using a caisson but at added
cost.

Cost estimates were reevaluated inresponse to comments and refinement of
remedies.

> Improved cap in place: was $............ now $...............

» Excavation and disposal: was $.......... ROWES T :
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San Jacinto River Waste Pits

Record of Decision Schedule

As of: August 2017

End of PublicComment 1/12/2017

1. Geomorphology Study (USGS support)

2. Model/BMP Study (USACE support)

3. Review Comments & Prepare Responses

4. Prepare/lssue Record of Decision
a. Prepare draft ROD

b. Brief EPA Administrator
c. Rb review/revision of draft ROD & responsiveness summary
d. HQs review/comment on draft ROD & responsiveness summary

e. Prepare/issue final ROD

017 2018
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Following slides not needed
e But you might want to save them as backup



Lower San Jacinto River

San Jacinto River at 1-10 (Photo: HCFCD)



Presenter
Presentation Notes
OK, that’s it; THANK YOU. 
Now Mary Jane will come up to start the questions & comments. 



/ eSS SRSt ——

EPA Region 6/HQs Coordination

e Dioxin consult (toxicity; principal threat waste)
®* NRRB consult
e CSTAG consult

e EPA HQs consult on Proposed Plan

e EPA ORD consult on surface water quality
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Potential Changes to the Proposed Plan

e USACE modeling enhanced Alternative 3aN
cap.

® |nclude cofferdam to prevent releases during
removal.

® | ower waste pits cleanup level to 30 ppt.

® (Cost.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Recent HISTORY of the cap

The cap was installed in 2011.
Since then, cap repairs have been needed in 2012, 2013, 2015, and 2015.
Repairs were needed to add rock to areas of the cap that was either too thin or the rock was completely gone.
In the 2015 repair, rock was added to cover an area where the paper mill waste was actually exposed to the river.
The USACE reviewed the 2012 repairs, and found that cap upgrades were needed; those upgrades were done in 2014.
In 2016, the cap inspection program was upgraded with more frequent inspections and installation of a camera surveillance system.
Also, lighted buoys were added around the perimeter of the cap in 2016.
The latest thing is that 8’ OF EROSION in the river bed near the east side of the cap; the erosion occurred after April this year.  EPA is working with the USACE and the PRPs to develop a plan to deal with this.  
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“Cap History

e Repairs required: 2012, 2013, 2015, 2016.
e Armor cap thin or missing.

e Dioxin wastes exposed - 2015.

e Cap improvement required - 2014.

® [nspection protocols updated - 2016.

e Up to 8 scour Iin river bed near cap - 2016.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Recent HISTORY of the cap

The cap was installed in 2011.
Since then, cap repairs have been needed in 2012, 2013, 2015, and 2015.
Repairs were needed to add rock to areas of the cap that was either too thin or the rock was completely gone.
In the 2015 repair, rock was added to cover an area where the paper mill waste was actually exposed to the river.
The USACE reviewed the 2012 repairs, and found that cap upgrades were needed; those upgrades were done in 2014.
In 2016, the cap inspection program was upgraded with more frequent inspections and installation of a camera surveillance system.
Also, lighted buoys were added around the perimeter of the cap in 2016.
The latest thing is that 8’ OF EROSION in the river bed near the east side of the cap; the erosion occurred after April this year.  EPA is working with the USACE and the PRPs to develop a plan to deal with this.  
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is a picture before the cap was installed, it shows the edge of the waste pits being eroded by the river.

The gray material is the paper mill waste.
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